APPENDIX VI
wt  PROGRAM MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
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Strengths and Challenges of Program Management
Option 1:
County as Program Manager

Strengths;
- Sense of ownership and institulional memory

- Retenlion of extensive in-house experlise, especiafly with old or unigque technology
- Fin-house staff is already in place, iitile lag lime a! project start-up

- Fewer procurement delays
- Easier to ensure public interest is represented {no eompeling private inlerests)

[Challenges: -

- if in-house siaff is nol yeltin place, requires large scale hiring in compressed Eme frame

- Far certain technologies {e.g. rail), imited labor supply may impede the allraction of needed  expertise
- Overslaffing upen project cormplelion, particularly where civil service proteclions are slrong

- Less pressure to deliver product on time

- May be higher wages and benefits in-house

- Risk hore entirely by the Caunly
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Strengths and Challenges of Program Management
Option | {modified):
County as Program Manager, Design Consuitant

- Sense of ownership and institulional memory

- Retention of extensive In-house expertise, especially with old or unique technology

- Ability to attract needed design expertise
- lise of design consulianis miligates lendency to overstaff
- IFin-house staff is already in place, litlle lag time at project star-up

- Fewer procurement delays
- Risk of Design Phase shared with Consultant

Challenges:
- i in-house stalf is not vel in place, requires large scale hiring in compressed lime frame
- For cerlain technclogies {e.g. rail), kmiled labor supply may impede the allraction of needed

expertise for funclions other than design

- Oversialfing upon project completion, particularly where civil service protections are slrong
- Less pressure to deliver product on lime

- May be higher wages and benefils in-house

- Risk of all oiher phases born entirely by Lhe Counly
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Strengths and Challenges of Program Management
Option If:
Private Program Manager, Design Consultant, Biend of
County and Non-County Staff

Stranglhs:
- Abjity to atiract needed expertise, espacially for newer technolegy or technologies with imited taber

supply

- Abitity lo controf size of in-house staif while retaining some in-house knowledge
- Checks and balances between consublanis and County staff

- Checks and balances belween program manager and dasign consuliant

- Greater pressure ko deliver the product on lime

- Work spread among mulliple firms fn the commuonity

- Risk shared wilh Private Program Manager and Design Consultan!

Challzanges: -
- Close eoardinalion with in-house staff required, especially near project completion and iransition lo
revenus service

- Risk of communication gaps and duplicalion of effarts bebween program manager and design
consuliant
- Risk of aver-reliance on consultant expertise

- Procurement delays
- County must ensure pubfic interest is represented {there will be compeling private interests}
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Strengths and Challenges of Program Management
Option i
Private Program Manager

Strengths:
- Ability 1o attracl needed expertise, espectally for newer tachnology or fechnofogies with limited tabor

supply

- Ability fo conirol size of in-house stalf

- High degree of conbinuity thretagh all phases of project life cycle
- May be simpler to manage relationship wilh a single contractor
- Greater pressure to deliver the product on fime

- Risks shared with Private Program Manager

[Chatlenges;
- Clase coordination with in-house staff required, especially near profect completion and transitior-a

revenue senvice

- Risk of over-reliance on consulfant expertise

- Limited refention of in-house knowledge

- Lack of checks and balances on design issuwas
- Procurement delays




Survey Highlights: Program
Management

% Overview of Survey Findings
% Transit Functions Completed
# In-House or Outsourced
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Transit Functions Completed in-House or Qutsoinrced

By Jurisdiction
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BUSINESS PLAN UPDATE:

" MI-AMI-DADE TRANSIT DEPARTMENT (MDT)

= RAPID TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT

= CITIZEN'S INDEPENDENT TRANSPORTATION TRUST
SECRETARIAT

The draft business plans previousty prepared by MDT and thg
Office of Public Transportation Management will be reorganized
into plans reflecting the Departments as finally approved by the

Board of County Commissioners.

At the same time, we will address the business plan concerns
noted in the August 15, 2003 Transit Summer Study Report
prepared by the Office of Performance Improvement.




